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Resin D sposal Site

Operable Unit #2

Jef f erson Bor ough

Al | egheny County, Pennsylvani a

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPGSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit #2 (QUJ2) at the Resin D sposal
Site (Site) in Jefferson Borough, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, devel oped and chosen in accordance with the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anended, (CERCLA) 42 U. S. C
88 9601 et seq. and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CF. R Part 300. This decision is based on the

Adm ni strative Record file for this site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a, Departnent of Environnental Protection (PADEP) has concurred with the
Record of Decision (ROD).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

After consideration of the existing and future risks posed to human health and the environment, EPA' s

sel ected renedy for the ground water portion of this Site is No Further Action, with nonitoring. Based on
information collected to date, the EPA has determ ned that no additional renedial actions, other than those
al ready selected as part of the Operable Unit 1 (QUl) source control renedy for the Site, are required to
ensure protection of human health and the environnent. Al the conponents of the QUL renedy shoul d be
conpleted in the next twelve nonths. The Site will then qualify for inclusion in the "sites awaiting

del etion" subcategory of the Construction Conpletion category of the National Priorities List.

DESCRI PTI ON CF THE REMEDY

This Operable Unit is the second and final operable unit for the Site and it addresses ground water
contamination. The selected alternative for the ground water at the Site is no further action with periodic
nonitoring of offsite ground water. This offsite nmonitoring will include sanpling of the offsite nmonitoring
wells, as well as nonitoring the seeps and residential wells near the Site. The onsite ground water will be
noni tored pursuant to the Renedial Action selected in the ROD for the first Operable Unit.

After the source control renedy is conpleted, the onsite and offsite ground water will both be periodically
nmonitored to ensure that human health and the environment are being protected.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA 42 U S.C §
9606, that the selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent. Although no further
remedi al action will be taken, ground water quality at and in the vicinity of the Site will be revi ewed
within five years in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C § 9621(c) to ensure that human
health and the environment continue to be adequately protected.

<I MG SRC 0395204> <I MG SRC 0395204A>
Tom Vol t aggi o Dat e

Hazardous Waste Div. Director

Region |11
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RECORD CF DECI SI ON
RESI N DI SPCSAL SI TE

DECI SI ON SUMVARY

l. SI TE NAME, DESCRI PTI QN, AND LOCATI ON

A Site Nane and Location

The Site is |ocated about one half mle west of the town of West Elizabeth in Jefferson Borough
Al | egheny County, Pennsylvania and conprises approxi mately 26 acres (Figure 1). Wst Elizabeth is a m xed

commercial, industrial and residential area with a stable population. According to U S. Census Bureau
1990 records, the population within a one-mle radius of the Site is 1,819. The Site operated as a | andfil
bet ween 1950 and 1964. The landfill is located in the head of a narrow valley on the site of a fornmer coa

m ne and conprises slightly less than 2 of the 26 acres.

The Site is surrounded by a suburban residential area to the north and west and by undevel oped
property to the south and east. A trailer park and several residential hones are | ocated approxi mately
1/4-m | e southeast and downsl ope of the Site. The topography of the area is characterized as relatively
| evel highland, with deeply eroded streamvalleys. Coal was strip- and deep-mned fromthe nearby stream
valley prior to 1950 in the area surrounding the Site

Al t hough quantities of ground water are available for donmestic use in certain areas, the vast
majority of the residents in the Site area are connected to a public water supply. The Mnongahela R ver is
| ocated about 1/2 mle fromthe Site, and is the water source for the public water systemin the
nei ghbor hood. However, eight residential wells were identified within approximtely one nile of the Site
Most of these residents are al so hooked up to the public water supply, and use their private well as an
alternative water supply for activities |ike washing their cars or watering their |awns.

B. Site Hstory and Enforcenent Activities

Bet ween 1950 and 1964, prior to the enactnent of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as
amended (RCRA), 42 U S.C. 88 6901 et seq., the Pennsylvania Industrial Chem cal Corporation (PICCO Plant
generated and deposited an estimated 85,000 tons of production wastes into the onsite landfill. As a
result of these activities, the Site is also known as the PICCO Resin Landfill. The wastes consisted nainly
of clay poly cakes and dechl or cakes, which are conposed of petrol eum and coal -derived chenicals mxed with
clay. Total petrol eum hydrocarbons conmpose approximately 6% of the waste. The waste was deposited in the
landfill by dunping it down a topographic chute above the landfill as a wet viscous sludge. The waste was
contained within the landfill behind two earthern dikes (Figure 2). No historica
records exist of the actual types or quantities of waste deposited in the landfill.

<I M5 SRC 0395204B>

Prior to 1950, the original coal was strip-mned and deep-mned on the site property. The deep
m ni ng was done through a process known as room and pillar mning which resulted in mne voids throughout the
Site. At the location of the landfill, approximately 20 feet of waste was deposited in place of the
m ned coal

Her cul es I ncorporated (Hercul es) purchased the business and facilities, which includes the |andfil
property, fromPICCOin 1973. Between 1980 and 1984, a series of field investigations were conducted to
provide information on ground water conditions in the coal formation, the deep bedrock formation, and the

extent of contaninated soils just downgradient of the landfill. These field investigations were conducted
for Hercules and were perforned by Roy F. Weston, Inc. (Wston) and Mirray Associates. The data fromthese
early investigations indicated that contam nants had nigrated beyond the buried waste in the landfill and

could be found in ground water in the Pittsburgh Coal Formation and in downsl ope soils and perched ground
water. As a result of these investigations, Wston recommended that Hercules install a | eachate collection

trench below the lower landfill dike to collect |eachate and ground water (See Figure 3). This trench was
installed with the initial oil/water separator in 1983. Liquids collected in the trench are now directed to
an upgraded oil/water separator which was installed in June of 1995. The oil is presently burned as fuel at

the Hercu]es Jefferson Plant boiler, and the water is discharged to the Jefferson Borough Sanitary Sewer
System which drains to the West Elizabeth Sanitary Authority (WESA) for treatment.

A Site Investigation was conpleted in April 1982, and the Site received a Hazard Ranking Score of
37.69 in Decenber 1982. The Site was proposed for the National priority List (NPL) in Decenber 1982 and was



pl aced on the NPL in Septenber 1983. On Novenber 2, 1987, Hercules entered into a Consent Order and
Agreerment with the Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnental Resources (PADER), which was renaned the

Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environment Protection (PADEP) on July 1, 1995, to conduct a Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the Site. The Remedial Investigation (R) work plan was approved
by PADER and EPA in February 1988, and work began on March 17, 1988. The purpose of the initial RI/FS was to
characterize the Site for potential remediation. This included an extensive study of the

extent of contanination of the soils, ground water, and surface water associated with the landfill and
related activities onsite. Afinal R for QUL was submtted to PADER and EPA in March 1991, and the R and
the FS were eventually finalized in June, 1991.

<I MG SRC 0395204C
<I M5 SRC 0395204D>

A Record of Decision for QUL was signed on June 28, 1991. Hercul es signed a Consent Decree to perform
the ROYRA in February, 1992. The Remedial Design is alnmost finished at this tine and the Renedial Action for

the landfill cap should begin in the next nonth or two. A Consent Order to performan RI/FS for Q2 was
signed by Hercules in June, 1992. The Final R Report for OJ was subnitted in August, 1994, and the Final
FS Report was subnitted in April, 1995. EPA devel oped the Draft and Final Ri sk Assessnent for the second

operable unit at this Site.
C H ghlights of Community Participation

EPA performed the activities set forth in Sections 113(k) and 117(a) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. 8§ 9613(k)
and 9617(e). The RI/FS and Proposed Plan for the Resin Disposal Site were released to the public on April
22, 1995. These docurents were nmade available to the public in the local information and
adm nistrative record repository at the Jefferson Borough Minicipal Building, 925 A d dairton Road,
Jef ferson Borough, Pennsylvania, and also at the EPA Region IIl office. The notice of availability for these
docunents was published in the MKeesport Daily News on April 22, 1995. A public coment period
was held fromApril 22, 1995, through May 22, 1995. This comrent period was extended to June 22, 1995 as a
result of an extension request by a private citizen. Additionally, a public meeting was held on May 10,
1995, at the Jefferson Borough Minicipal Building. At this meeting, representatives from EPA answered
questions about the Site and the renedial alternatives under consideration for Q2. Response to the comrents
received during this period are included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Record of
Deci sion. This decision docunent presents the selected remedial action for the Site chosen in accordance
with CERCLA and the NCP. The decision for this Site is based on the Admnistrative Record file.

D. Scope and Rol e of Cperable Units
EPA has chosen to categorize the Site into two operable units.
Qperable Unit One

Operable Unit One (QU1), authorized by a ROD signed on June 29, 1991, addressed renediation of the
waste material in the landfill, the adjacent contam nated soils and non-aqueous floating product present in
t he subsurface Pittsburgh Coal nine voids. The remedy for QU1 included replacing the onsite
oi | /water separator with an upgraded nodel. The oil/water separator replacement has been conpleted at this
time. Qher inportant conponents of the renmedy for QUL are installation of a multilayer cap for the
landfill, upgrading of the lower landfill dike to increase its stability, installation of drainage controls
around the landfill, installation of a skimer well network, installation of additional fencing around the
Site, and placing deed restrictions on the Site's property. The renedial design for the renaining portions
of the QUL renedy is still under review by EPA and PADEP. The Renedial Design will be finalized soon, and
the Remedial Action will begin follow ng EPA approval of the final Remedial Design. Al the remaining
portions of the QUL renmedy will be conpleted in approxi mately 8-12 nonths.

Operable Unit Two

Operable Unit Two (OU2) addresses any ground water renediation required for the ground water beneath,
or inthe vicinity, of the Site. QU2 includes the ground water in the Pittsburgh Coal mne voids as well as
t he deeper bedrock formation. This portion of the Site was not addressed in the ROD for QUL. Additional
information about the ground water at the Site was obtained in the focused Rermedi al |nvestigation for OU2.

E. Site Characteristics
The Site is |ocated on a 26-acre parcel of land of which the landfill itself covers approximtely
2-acres and is located on a former coal strip mne at the head of a narrow valley. The landfill is |ocated

inthe mddle of the Site property. The unnaned stream which originates onsite, runs through the Site from
the northeast and fl ows downsl ope to the southeast, ultimately discharging into the Monongahel a R ver



approxinmately 1/2-mle fromthe Site boundary. No parks, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, historic and/or
archeol ogical sites, or wild and scenic rivers are |located on or adjacent to the Site
No endangered species of plants or aninals were found to exist onsite.

Maj or sources of ground water in the area are alluvial valley fill aquifers in the large river
val | eys; however, ground water within the Site area is linted to storage in fractured bedrock, the
Pi ttsburgh Coal mine voids, and as perched ground water in the unconsolidated soils just downhill fromthe
landfill. Gound water yield is lowin the bedrock due to the generally unfractured condition of the deep

bedrock beneath the Site. At lower altitudes in the surroundi ng nei ghborhood, which is about a mle or nore
downgradient of the Site, there are areas of fractured bedrock where sufficient ground water is present in
the deep bedrock aquifer to provide a drinking water source.

Al t hough the coal seam al so contains ground water, it is not likely to be used as a potable source
because of its undesirable properties, such as the high concentrations of iron, alum num nanganese and
chrom um This ground water al so contains high | evels of sul phur conmpounds, and dissol ved solids. The
proximty of public water lines al so reduces the chance of anyone using the coal seamwater as a drinking
supply in the foreseeable future. The flow of ground water in the unconsolidated soils downgradient from
the Site generally parallels the surface topography. The direction of ground water flowis to the west
fromthe Site. Properties east of the Site are considered upgradient. G ound water beneath the Site flows
away from and not towards, an upgradi ent property. Al t hough the communities surrounding the Site are
connected to a public water supply, some hones still use wells for their water supply. These wells are
located in the deep bedrock aquifer. No residents currently drink the ground water fromthe Pittsburgh Coal
formation.

F. Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation

Hercul es submtted the Focused Renedial Investigation (FRI) report to EPA for QU2 in August 1994.
The investigation was considered focused in that only the ground water aspects of the Site were studied
The FRI report presented the results and interpretation of an infiltration evaluation, an ecol ogi ca
habi t at assessnent, ground water nonitoring well sanpling, seep sanpling, and residential well sanpling done
to further characterize the extent of OU2 contam nation. A total of 11 monitoring wells, eight residential
well's, and nine seeps were sanpled as part of this FR. Benzene was present in TW14, an
onsite nonitoring well, at a |level above the Safe Drinking Water Act federal nmaxi mum contam nant |evel (ML)
of 5 parts per billion. There were no contam nants above any MCL in any of the offsite nonitoring wells.

The level s of contanination in the onsite nonitoring wells were significantly lower in the QU2
sanpling than in the sane wells during the QUL sanpling. This decrease in contanmination |evels, which was
general ly about a 20% decrease from QU1 sanpling to QU2 sanpling, suggests that natural attenuation of
site-related organic constituents in the ground water within the Pittsburgh Coal m ne voids may be occurring
t hrough vari ous mechani sns. These mechani sns include adsorption of organi c conpounds w thin the saturated
coal, natural biodegradation, and even volatilization in the mne voids.

During the QU2 sanpling, no site-related contam nants were found in any of the downgradi ent seep
wat er sanples. Gound water fromthe onsite underground nmines discharges at seeps at the outcrop of the
Pi ttsburgh Coal above Lobbs Run (see Figure 1). There is no current inpact of the |eachate fromthe | andfil
to the seeps. The deep bedrock bel ow the Pittsburgh Coal seamis used as a drinking water supply by
residents | ocated about one mile downgradient of the Site. The residential wells are even further
downgr adi ent than the Lobbs Run seeps and draw water fromthe bedrock rather than the coal seam No
site-rel ated conpounds have ever been detected in any of the residential wells near the Site.

On the basis of the results fromthe FRI, the EPA prepared a draft risk assessment (RA) in August
1994 to eval uate hunan-heal th risks associated with potential exposure to QU2 contam nation. A Final RA was
prepared by EPA in Decenber, 1994 after incorporating comments on the Draft RA by PADER and Hercul es. By
using information fromthe FR and the RA, Hercul es prepared a Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) describing a
nunber of alternatives and their benefits and costs.

The primary contam nants of concern are organi ¢ conpounds whi ch conprise approxinately 5% of the

wast e vol une and include: benzene, naphthal ene, toluene, and total xylenes. The remai nder of the landfil
waste consists nmainly of water, clay, line, zinc salts, and other solids. The wastes in the landfill are
presently covered by four to ten feet of native soils. The waste cannot be seen or touched fromthe ground

surface because of this soil cover
. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS
In this focused risk assessnent, the hazards posed by chemicals detected during the Renedia

Investigation (RI) for OR were evaluated. The O R was designed to characterize the inpact, if any, of
the Site on the ground water, as well as nearby seeps and streans. Site sanples were anal yzed for



volatile and sem -volatile organic chenmicals. Mtals have not been included in the risk assessnent because
of a determ nation nmade during QUL that inorganics did not appear to be site-related. However, a background
well (TW12) in the Pittsburgh Coal formation had | evels of metals exceeding drinking water

standards, including the maxi mum contam nant |evel (MCL) for chrom um and secondary maxi mum contam nant
levels (SMCL) for alum num iron and manganese. Although these high levels of netals are not site-rel ated,
they are characteristic of ground water in coal seans. The ground water obtained in this

background well is froma mned-out section of Pittsburgh Coal and is an area affects by acid m ne drainage.
Gound water in coal seans is considered | ess desirable than other aquifers because it typically contains
naturally high levels of dissolved solids, netals and sul fur conpounds

Sedi nent, ground water and surface water was considered the nmedia of potential concern with regard to
quantitative risk assessment. Al three of these nmedia were previously sanpl ed and assessed in the QUL risk
assessnent. Potential risks may exist when there are hazardous chemicals present in a nmedia, such as
the ground water, and receptors which may have access to those chem cals through an exposure pat hway.

Cont am nants of Potential Concern

The data fromthe R were exam ned in order to deternine chemicals of potential concern (COPCs).
COPCs are defined as those substances that are potentially site-related and whose data are of sufficient
quality for use in the risk assessnent. The follow ng substances were considered COPCs for QU2 at this Site:

- Benzene

- Benzoi c(a) pyrene

- Et hyl benzene

- 2-net hyl napht hal ene
- 4-net hyl pheno

- Napht hal ene

- Tol uene

- Xyl enes

The concentrations of the COPCs used for the risk assessment were the naxi mum positive concentration
for each contam nant or the 95% upper confidence limt on the nean (average concentration) for |og-nornma
di stributions, whichever was |ower. The actual concentration used in the risk assessnent for each COPCis
shown in Table 1.

Exposure Assessnent

The Resin D sposal Site was eval uated with respect to physical characteristics, current and future
land and water uses, and exposed popul ations to identify potential exposure pathways. Several factors
deterni ne what receptors nmay be exposed to the chem cals of concern at a particular site. At this Site, the
deci sion was nmade to use the nobst conservative receptor, a future resi dent who spends sone years of both
chil dhood and adulthood in the area, for exposure scenarios. For a Site in a residential area, it is
expected that residents could be exposed to surface water, sedinents and residential well ground water. The
site-related chenmicals in the surface water and sedinents were of sufficiently | ow concentrations that they
were not expected to be associated with any adverse hurman health effects. No site-related conpounds at all
were found in any of the eight residential wells sanpled. Gound water as measured by nonitoring wells was
also treated as a potential source of exposure in the risk assessment. The risk assessnment assuned t hat
potable wells would be drilled in the Pittsburgh Coal formation in the future. This is an inportant
assunption because a future resident who is connected to the public water supply is not exposed to the ground
water in this manner.



Table 1

Summary of Representative Concentrations of
Cont ami nants of Potential Concern (COPCs)
Resi n D sposal OU2

G ound Water Monitoring Wlls

Chemi cal Concentration Rat i onal e
(M7 L)

Benzene 0. 0152 UCL

Et hyl benzene 0.134 UCL

Napht hal ene 6.0 MAX

2- et hyl napht hal ene 0.72 MVAX

4- net hyl phenol 0.172 UCL

Tol uene 0. 063 UCL

Xyl enes 4.4 MVAX

Seep Sedi ment - Seep #10

Chemi cal Concentration Rat i onal e
(M5 KG

Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.33 MAX

UCL - The 95% Upper Confidence Limt on the nean or average
concentration for |og-nornal distributions.

MAX - The maxi mum positive concentration (MAX) was used in the
Ri sk Assessment for small sanple sizes or where UCL > MAX



Toxicity Assessnent

The rel ati onship between the extent of exposure to a contam nant and the potential for adverse
effects was evaluated during the toxicity assessment process. Cancer potency factors (CPFs) al so known as
sl ope factors, were identified for potential carcinogenic contam nants, and reference doses (RfDs) were
identified for chem cals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. The RfDs, which are expressed in units of
nmy/ kg/ day, are estimates of lifetine daily exposure |evels for humans, including sensitive individuals, at
whi ch no adverse health effects are noted. Estimated intakes of chem cals fromenvironnental nedia
(e.g., the amount of a chem cal ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) are conpared to the RfD. The RfDs
are derived from human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or aninal studies to which uncertainty factors have been
applied (e.g., to account for the use of aninal data to predict effects on hunmans). These
uncertainty factors help ensure that the RiDs will not under-estimate the potential for adverse
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects to occur in hunans.

Excess lifetime cancer risks for the Site were determned by multiplying the daily intake of
chemcals fromenvironmental nmedia by the CPFs. These risks are probabilities expressed in scientific
notation (i.e., 1E-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1E-6 indicates that an individual has a one in a
ml1lion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carci nogen over a 70-year
lifetine. The U S. EPA recommended upper bound for lifetinme cancer risks is between 1E-4 and 1E-6.

Ri sk Characterization

The nost significant exposure pathway, in ternms of inpacting human health, was to a future resident
via ingestion of contam nated ground water. The total cancer risk at the Site was approxi mately 2E-5, which
is based on a future resident drinking the water froma contam nated onsite well. The risk assessment for
QU1, which was done in 1991, included an analysis for this sane exposure scenario, and at that the the tota
cancer risk was 7E-4. This cancer risk is due primarily to the elevated | evels of benzene present in ground
water in the onsite nonitoring wells. Benzene was present in TW14, an onsite
nonitoring well, at a |evel above the Safe Drinking Water Act federal maxi mum contam nant |evel (MCL) of 5
parts per billion. There ware no contam nants above any MCL in any of the offsite nonitoring wells.

Pot enti al concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single contaminant in a single mediumis expressed as
the hazard quotient (HQ (i.e., the ratio of the estimated intake derived fromthe contami nant concentration
in a given nediumto the contamnant's reference dose). The HQ for all contaminants in a
medi um are added to obtain the Hazard Index (H'). The H provides a reference point for gauging the
significance of nmultiple contam nant exposures within a single mediumor across nedia. A H less than or
equal to 1 indicates that there is no significant risk of adverse health effects. For potential future
residents exposed to the representative concentrations of the COPCs in the nonitoring wells, the H for an
adult was calculated to be 14 and the H for a child was 31. This H is primarily caused by the napht hal ene
and net hyl naphthal ene in the nmonitoring wells. In the risk assessment for QUl, the H cal culations for both
a child and an adult were over 300. The non-carcinogenic effects of the Site have dropped by an order of
nmagni tude since the initial R sk Assessnent.

There is no apparent risk of noncarcinogenic health effects posed to the trespasser or to the current
residents in the nei ghborhood. The total chronic and short-term hazard indices that were cal cul ated for
these potential receptors were | ess than one. Although it is currently not used at a potable source, the
non-cancer health risk is based on potential future use of the water fromthe Pittsburgh coal seam which
could be froma future resident drilling a newwell in the imediate vicinity of the Site. A though this
scenario is theoretically possible, it is extrenely unlikely because the water in the mnes is acid mne
drai nage and is generally of poor quality (low pH w th high dissolved netals and sul phur).

Residential wells and seep surface water were not expected to be associated with adverse health
i npacts, based on the results of the QU2 sanpling. Risks for OU2 ground water were nmuch |l ower than in the
QU1 R nostly due to significantly [ower chemi cal concentrations in OR nonitoring. For exanple, the
cancer risk at the time of the QUL ROD was calculated to be 7E-4, which is significantly higher than the 2E-5
calcul ated fromthe O sanpling. Existing residential wells and seep surface water did not contain any
COPCs and therefore were not associated with any adverse human health effects

[ DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

A nunber of renedial alternatives were devel oped with the goal of further reducing the risk to hunman
health and the environment fromthe Site. The follow ng sections briefly summari ze each of these
alternatives. The time to inplenment each alternative is the tine of actual renediation, it does not
include the tine required to design the renedy.

In the FFS for QU2 at this Site, a screening of engineering technol ogi es applicable to renediating
the contam nated nedia was conpleted. A full range of renedial technol ogi es and correspondi ng process



options were identified in be FFS. The technol ogi es were screened according to their effectiveness and
inplenentability. Those technol ogies determined to be nost applicable were then devel oped into the three
remedi al alternatives described bel ow

The followi ng remedial alternatives are nunbered to correspond to the alternatives in the FS report:
Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 2. No Further Action Wth Offsite Mnitoring

Alternative 3: Gound Water Extraction & Treat nent

The Capital Cost of each alternative is listed, along with the annual Operation and Maintenance (O &
M Cost, the total Present Wrth and the nunber of nmonths it would take to inplement the alternative.

Alternative 1. No Action

Capital Cost: $0
Annual O & M $0
Present Wrt h: $0

Months to Inplenent: O

The NCP regul ations require that the "no action" alternative be evaluated at every NPL site to
establish a baseline for conparison. Under this alternative, EPA would take no further action, other than
the actions which are part of the QUL source control remedy, to prevent exposure to the contam nated onsite
ground water or to reduce risk at the Site. EPA would reviewthe site every five years to assure continued
protection of human health and the environnent.

Alternative 2: No Further Action Wth Ofsite Mnitoring

Capital Cost: $ 30, 000
Annual O & M $ 10, 000
Present Wrt h: $308, 000
Months to Inplement: 3 nonths

This alternative would involve no further renedial action. for the ground water at the Site, other
than nonitoring the offsite ground water on a quarterly basis for the next three years, and sem -annually for
the bal ance of thirty years. Ofsite nonitoring walls, seeps and nearby residential wells would be sanpl ed as
part of this long-termnonitoring program Monitoring of the bedrock aquifer near the downgradient
residential wells will be required, and this nonitoring may include installation of new bedrock wells. An
offsite monitoring work plan will be devel oped which will describe the exact monitoring points to be included
in the offsite nonitoring program This offsite nonitoring is in addition to the onsite nmonitoring which is
a conponent of the QU1 renedy. EPA would analyze all of this nonitoring data every five years to assure
conti nued protection of human health and the environnent.

Alternative 3: Gound Water Extraction & Treatnent

Capital Cost: $3, 900, 000
Annual O & M $594, 000
Present Worth: $13, 032, 000

Months to Inplement: 24 to 36 nonths

Under this alternative, two lines of closely spaced recovery wells would be installed downgradi ent of
the landfill. The ground water extraction wells would be constructed in the Pittsburgh Coal water-bearing
zone. These two lines of ground water extraction wells would be |located to intercept dissolved-phase ground
wat er contaminants at the Site property boundary and to nitigate offsite contam nant nigration. The conbined
ground water flowrate fromthe two rows of extraction wells is
estimated to be in the range of 50 to 100 gallons per minute, and woul d probably vary on a seasonal basis.

G ound water extracted fromthe recovery wells will be conveyed via transmission lines to a treatment system
The treated effluent would be discharged to the unnaned streamthat runs across a portion of the Site. An
effluent sanpling and flow nonitoring station would be provided for the treated effluent discharge.

V. COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The EPA eval uated each of the renedial alternatives devel oped for the Site with respect to the nine
criteria set forth in the NCP. The followi ng sections present a brief discussion of each of the eval uation
criteria and a conparative analysis of each of the renedial alternatives based on the nine
eval uation criteria.



The Superfund statute, and the inplenenting regulations, found in the National G| and Hazardous
Subst ances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C F.R Section 300, require that the alternative chosen to
cl ean up a hazardous waste site neet several criteria. The alternative nust protect human health and
the environnent, be cost effective, and neet the requirenments of environnental regul ations. Permanent
sol utions to contam nation problens shoul d be devel oped, whenever possible. These solutions should reduce
the volune, toxicity, or mobility of the contam nants wherever practicable. Enphasis is also placed on
treating the wastes at the Site, whenever this is possible, and on applying innovative technol ogies to clean
up the contam nants.

Based on current information, the EPA anticipates that Alternative 2 will be protective of hunan
health and the environment. EPA believes that the Preferred Alternative provides the best bal ance of
trade-offs anong the alternatives with respect to the nine criteria (See Table 2) that EPA uses to
eval uate alternatives. This section profiles the performance of the Preferred Al ternative against the nine
criteria noting how it conpares to the other remedial alternatives under consideration.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

This criterion addresses whether a renedial alternative will adequately protect human health and the
environnent. The evaluation criteria should consider: the reduction of risk; any unacceptabl e inpacts;
control of hazards (i.e., toxicity, mobility); and mnimnmization of short-terminpacts.

Under Alternative 1, the overall protection of human health and the environnent may not be achieved
at sone time in the future. The RA showed no risks associated with current use of the Site. The deed
restrictions, which are part of the QUL remedy, will prevent future residential use of the Site. There is
concern that the onsite ground water contam nation could nove offsite at some point in the future and
subsequently contam nate a nearby residential well. Alternative 2 provides an additional |evel of control
because the nmonitoring will provide offsite sanpling data in future years. Alternative 2 provides for
greater overall protection of human health and the environment than Alternative 1 because the nonitoring
programwi || detect any offsite ground water problem if one ever devel ops, before the contam nation reaches

aresidential well. Aternative 3 has the added protection provided by actively punping the onsite ground

water and treating it at the surface. 1In conparing Alternatives 2 and 3, the additional cost of Alternative
3 is substantial, approxinmately $13 million, and the additional protection provided by punping and treating
the ground water is mnimal. The aquifer is not used presently as a drinking water source, nor is it likely

to be used in the future in that manner. Aternative 2
provi des good overall protection of hunman health and the environnent at a | ow cost.

Conpl i ance Wth ARARS

This criterion addresses whether or not a renmedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) set forth by State and Federal environnental |aws and/or provide grounds for
invoking a waiver. Three categories of ARARs are considered: chemcal specific, action specific and
location specific. Al three of the alternatives would nmeet all of the ARARs identified in the Focused
Feasibility Study for that particular alternative.

There are several significant ARARS which are applicable or relevant and appropriate only to
Alternative 3 because it is the only alternative that involves treatnent of contam nated ground water. The
treated ground water would have to meet all the appropriate cleanup standards in the Oean Water Act and the
Pennsyl vania Cl ean Streans Act before it could be discharged to a receiving stream These are
chem cal -specific ARARs, and the standards would be difficult to achieve at this Site. The Pittsburgh Coal
has naturally high levels of chromum alumnum iron and manganese. For exanple, a background well in the
Pittsburgh Coal fornation exceeded the MCL for chrom um by an order of nmagnitude. Al of these individual
standards nmust be net by the treatment system whether the contamnant is site-related or naturally occurring.



Table 2
ALTERNATI VE EVALUATI ON CRI TERI A

Overall Protection of Human Health and Environnment - Addresses whether a remedy provides adequate protection
and descri bes how risks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced or controlled through treatnent,
engi neering controls or institutional controls

Conpl i ance with ARARs - Refers to whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) of federal and state environmental statutes and/or provides grounds for
i nvoki ng a wai ver.

Long-term Ef f ecti veness and Permanence - The ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human
health and the environment over time, once the cleanup standards have been net.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent - Relates to the anticipated perfornmance of the
treatnent technol ogies with respect to these criteria

Short-term Effectiveness - Refers to the period of tine needed to achi eve protection, and any adverse inpacts
on human heal th and the environnment that nay be posed during the construction and inplenentation period unti
cl eanup standards are achieved.

Inpl erentability - The technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
materials and services needed to inplenment a particular option.

Cost - The following costs are evaluated for each alternative: estimted capital, operation and mai nt enance
and net present worth

Support Agency Acceptance - This indicates whether, bases on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Pl an
the State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the selected alternative

Community Acceptance - is described in the Responsiveness Summary section of the ROD followi ng a revi ew of
the public neeting transcript and the public comrents received during the public coment period



The Commonweal th has identified The Land Recycling and Environnental Renedi ation Standards Act, the
Act of May 19, 1995, P.L. 4, No. 1995-2, 35 P.S. 88 6026.101 et seq., ("the Act") as an ARAR in this case
However, EPA has reviewed the Act and concluded that the Act in not an ARAR in the present case. EPA wll
make an independent review of the ARAR when it is identified by PADEP in the future in connection with the
sel ection of remedies for other sites and operable units.

Short-term Ef fectiveness

This criterion refers to the length of tine required to achi eve protection of human health and the
environnent, and to prevent any adverse inpacts posed during the inplenentation of the renedial alternative.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not involve construction or inplenentation of further remedial activities atthe Site,
so no short termadverse inpacts will be created by either of these alternatives. Aternative 2 could be
easily inplemented, and requires only minor sanpling activities that can be done in a short period of time
Addi ng new offsite nonitoring wells to the monitoring programis also a possibility. Aternative 2 has good
short-termeffectiveness because it can be done so rapidly. Alternative 3 has the |east short-term
effectiveness of all the alternatives. |Installation of the
extraction well network would involve earth disturbance, extensive excavation, and tree clearing for the
pilot boring programs. This construction would have a negative inpact in residential areas, mainly because
of the additional truck traffic. The treatnent systemwould also be difficult to install

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence
This criterion refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human heal th and

the environnent over tine once the cleanup standards have been net. Under Alternative 1, changes in ground
water quality over tine would result fromnatural processes (sorption, weathering, biodegradation) as well as

fromthe renedial action perfornmed for QU1 (landfill capping, drainage controls, etc.). Alternative 2 would
i nvol ve periodic sanpling over a 30-year period. Any changes in concentration over time would be detected,
and trends in the data could be analyzed. In Alternative 3, the lines of capture wells could probably

achi eve sone interception and recovery of contam nants in the Pittsburgh Coal seam
Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility and Vol ume

This criterion addresses the statutory preference for selecting a renedial alternative that
permanently reduces the toxicity, nobility, or volune of the hazardous waste through treatnent. The Renedi al
Action for QUL will have a greater inpact on the reduction of toxicity, nmobility and volume of waste than any
of the three alternatives described in the FFS for OQJ2. The QUL activities will reduce |landfill seepage
vol ure, and nobility, and will also reduce downgradi ent contaninant |evels. Alternative 3 does involve ground
wat er treatnent which should slightly reduce the nobility and vol ume of contanminants in the Pittsburgh Coal
ground water. Due to the inherent high |levels of inorganics, such as chromumor iron, in this ground water,
restoration of this water to bring it up to public water standards woul d be difficult and expensive.

Inpl emrentability

This criterion describes the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a remedial alternative
including the availability of materials and services needed to inplenent the selected solution. Al three
alternatives involve proven, readily inplementable technol ogies: however, Alternative 3 would involve
nore construction and operation concerns than either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. Alternative 3 involves
a boring well |ocation programfollowed by installation of numerous extraction wells. Hydraulic capacity of
the unnaned streamto handl e treated water would have to be carefully evaluated in the design
of the water treatment system Alternative 3 would be the nost difficult alternative to inplenent.

Cost s

This criterion addresses the capital cost for materials, equipnent, etc. and the operation and
mai nt enance (O&\) costs. Assuming a net present worth (NPW including 30 years of O&%M costs. Alternative 3
is by far the nost expensive option with a present net worth of approxinmately $13,000,000. Alternative 2 is
much | ess expensive, because sanpling is relatively inexpensive in conparison to treatment. Alternative 1
has absol utely no cost.

Support Agency Accept ance

This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the Renedial Investigation (R), Feasibility
Study (FS), and the Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no coment
on the preferred alternative. PADEP has concurred with the selection of Alternative 2 for Qperable Unit #2
at this Site. The concurrence letter fromPADEP is attached. The State al so concurred with the renedy
selection for Operable Unit #1 in June, 1991



Communi ty Acceptance

This criterion assesses the public comrents received on the R, FS, and the Proposed Plan. Community
interest is noderate at the Site. A public neeting was held on May 10, 1995, at the
Jef f erson Borough Minicipal Building. This meeting was attended by about fifty people and public invol venent
was good. There were numerous questions about the various aspects of the renedy
for QU1, particularly about the operation of the oil/water separator. The public did have sonme questions and
comrents about the ground water at the Site. Sone nmenbers of the community are in favor of Alternative 3,
and feel that the high cost of the treatnent alternative is warranted. Several of these individuals felt
that a treatnent renedy |like Alternative 3 could be conpleted for much I ess than the $13 million cost
calculated in the Feasibility Study and described in the Proposed Plan. Mst of the citizens at the neeting
were quite satisfied with Alternative 2, and felt it was the appropriate remedy for OUJ2.
The Responsi veness Summary addresses specific comrents received during the public comrent period

V. DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The sel ected remedy requires periodic nmonitoring of the offsite ground water in the vicinity of the
Site. This nonitoring programwi |l include sanpling offsite nonitoring wells, seeps and downgradi ent
residential wells. The nonitoring will occur on a quarterly basis for the first three years, and
seni-annually for the balance of thirty years. The ingestion of water froma new well drilled into the
Pittsburgh Coal seamis considered unlikely, because a public water supply is readily available to residents
in the area surrounding the Site. A future well in the deeper bedrock aquifer in the vicinity of the Site is
al so unlikely because the bedrock in this area is dry. Periodic nonitoring nmeets the evaluation criteria of
protecting human health and the environnent. Additionally, the source control neasures undertaken to address
QU1 is likely to reduce the contamination in the OR ground water, and even further reduce the site-rel ated
risks in the future.

In accordance with CERCLA § 121(d), EPAwll reviewthe Site in five years to ensure that changes
have not occurred that would pose a risk to human health or the environment. During those five years, a
ground water nmonitoring programw ||l be inplenented and sanpling data will be periodically collected and
anal yzed. All the data collected during the ground water monitoring programw || be evaluated by EPA to make
certain that human health and the environment are being adequately protected by the selected remedy. If the
offsite ground water nonitoring programreveals |evels of contam nati on above the MCL for any COPC then EPA
in consultation with PADEP, may anend the ROD or issue an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) in
accordance with the NCP

V. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to inplenment renedial actions that are
protective of human health and the environment. Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U S. C. 8 9621, al so establishes
several other statutory requirenents and preferences. The selected renedy nust be cost effective and
utilize a permanent solution to the naxi mumextent practicable. The selected renedial action nust conply with
all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents set forth by State and Federal environnental statutes
and regul ations, unless a waiver is justified. Finally, CERCLA sets forth a statutory preference
for remedial actions that pernmanently reduce the toxicity, nobility, and volume of the site-rel ated wastes.
The foll owi ng sections discuss how the selected renedy neets the statutory requirenments and preferences set
forth in Section 121 of CERCLA

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The risk assessnent identified future exposure to contam nated ground water as the nobst significant
exposure pathway in terns of its potential inpact on human health. There are no significant health threats
to residents presently living near the Site. The offsite nonitoring will insure that the Site does not ever
present a health risk to future residents even if they decide to drill a private well on a nearby property.
Additionally, inplenentation of this alternative is not expected to result in any adverse short-termrisks or
cross-nedi a i npacts.

Conpl i ance Wth Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

The selected renedial action will conply with all ARARs. The ARARs specific to the selected renmedy
are presented bel ow. Except where specifically noted, the site specific limtation to the foll owi ng ARARs
will be identified in the renedial design phase

1 Cheni cal -specific ARARs:

Safe Drinking Water Act - National Primary Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR Part 141). Federa
Standards for several chemicals including the MCLs, adopted to protect public drinking water systems. MCLs



are enforceabl e, health-based drinking water standards established under the Safe Drinking Water Act. These
chem cal -speci fic standards are rel evant and appropriate for the ground water nonitoring programat this
Site. For exanple, benzene is a COPC for this operable unit and it has an MCL of 5 parts per billion

St andards, such as the MCL for benzene, will be considered and used in characterizing human held risks
associ ated with possible contam nated ground water for public consunption.

PA Safe Drinking Water Act (35 PS 722.1-721.17 & 25 PA Code Chapter 109) - State act which
establ i shed drinking water standards at |east as stringent as Federal Standards. These chem cal -specific
standards are rel evant and appropriate for the ground water nonitoring at this Site. These standards will be
consi dered and used in characterizing human health risks associated with possible contam nated ground water
for public consunption

1 Locati on-speci fi c ARARs:
None

1 Acti on-speci fic ARARs:
None

Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective and has been determ ned to be the best bal ance between cost and
protection of human health, welfare and the environment. The selected renedy has excellent short-term
effectiveness proportional to its cost. The estinmated capital cost for this alternative is $30,000, with
a net present worth cost including 30 years of operation and nai ntenance of $308,000. The sel ected renedy
provides a level of protection of human health conparable to that provided by the other renedies, but at a
significantly reduced cost. Al though Alternative 3 nay possibly be nore effective in the long-term the
site-related risks are so low that they do not justify the additional capital expenditure

Uilization of Permanent Solutions to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable

The EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to whi ch per nanent
treatnment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost effective manner for the Site. O those alternatives that
are protective of hunman health and the environnent and conmply with ARARs, the EPA has deternined that
the selected renedy provides the best balance in terns of short-termeffectiveness; inplenmentability; cost;
reduction in toxicity, nmobility, and volume; and |ong-term effectiveness.

The sel ected remedy does not offer as high a degree of long-termeffectiveness as Alternative 3, the
punp and treat alternative; however it does have good | ong-termeffectiveness. The excess human cancer risk
at the Site has been estimated to be approximately 2 in 100, 000 (based on naxi num pl ausi bl e exposure
concentrations) for future resident. Current residents are not at risk of exposure to carcinogenic
substances. The Site has a relatively high volunme (85,000 tons) of lowtoxicity waste. Due to the
relatively low risk associated with the Site, EPA has determ ned that the use of nore costly treatnent
technol ogies at the Site are not justifiable.

Docunent ati on of Significant Changes

The preferred alternative originally identified in the Proposed Plan is also the preferred
alternative selected in the ROD. There have been no significant changes nade to the selected remedy in the
tine period between the issuance of the Proposed Plan on April 22, 1995 and the signing of the RCD
approximately five nonths later.



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
RESI N DI SPCSAL SI TE
UNI T #2
JEFFERSON BOROUGH
ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PENNSYLVAN A
JULY, 1995

The EPA established a public corment period fromApril 22, 1995 to May 22, 1995 on the Renedi al
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS), the Proposed Plan which described EPA's preferred alternative
and other site-related information for Qperable Unit #2 at the Resin Disposal Site in Jefferson Borough,
Pennsyl vania. This public comrent period was extended to June 22, 1995 at the request of a private citizen.
The RI/FS and other site-related docunents utilized by the EPA to select a preferred alternative are included
inthe Site's adnmnistrative record file and have been available to the public since the
begi nning of the public conment period. A public nmeeting was held on May 10, 1995 and approxi mately 50
people were in attendance. A total of five witten conments were al so received during the public comment
peri od.

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to sunmarize significant cooments and new data received
during the public meeting or in witing, and to provide EPA'S responses to the comrents.

Thi s responsi veness sunmary is divided into the follow ng sections:
Section | Overview A discussion of the public response to the preferred alternative.

Section Il Background of Community Invol venent and Concerns: A discussion of the history of comunity
interest and concerns raised during renedial planning activities at the Resin D sposal Site.

Section Il Summary of Significant Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and Agency
Responses. A summary of comments and responses categorized by topic.

l. Overvi ew.

Comments received fromthe public suggest that area residents do not object to the selected
alternative. In general, the residents are concerned that having a Superfund site in their nei ghborhood may
be having a negative inpact on their property values. |In addition, there is some concern that hazardous
substances are being left in place, and nay pose a health threat at sone tinme in the future. EPA has
included periodic sanpling of offsite ground water in the selected alternative to address this concern.

1. Background of Community | nvol vement and Concerns:

A public neeting to discuss the RI/FS Wrk Plan for Qperable Unit #1 (QUl) on August 5, 1987 in the
ol d Jefferson Borough Minicipal Building. PADER and EPA personnel were both present at the neeting but
public interest was low. The RI/FS for QUL began in Novenber, 1987 after Hercul es signed a Consent Order
with PADER to do the work. At the end of that RI/FS, a public neeting was held on May 6, 1991 at the new
Jef f erson Borough Minicipal Building to discuss the preferred alternative for OQUL. Approximately 30 peopl e
were in attendance and they did express some concerns about the possible human health inpacts of the Site.
1. Summary of Maj or Comments Received During the Public Comrent Period and Agency Responses:

1. Ext ensi on of the Public Comrent Period

A citizen asked at the public neeting and also in witing for an extension of the public comrent
period for an additional thirty days.

EPA Response: This request was granted, and the public comrent period was extended to June 22, 1995.

2. Movi ng the Administrative Record File

The same citizen also requested at the public neeting that the Adm nistrative Record File be noved to
the public library located within the Jefferson Borough Minicipal Building. The citizen explained that the
public library is open for |onger hours than the other offices located within the Mnicipal Building.
EPA Responses: This request was granted. The Adm nistrative Record was nmoved on May 11th, the day after the
public neeting. This transfer was al so nmentioned in the newspaper advertisenment describing the extension of

the public conment peri od.

3. Direction of Gound Water Fl ow



Several citizens were concerned about property upgradient, or east, of the Site property, and whether
it was in any way inpacted by the ground water flow ng beneath the Site. There was al so sone confusi on about
whi ch direction was consi dered downgradient fromthe Site.

EPA Response: Gound water flowin the Pittsburgh Coal formation is to the west in the vicinity of the Site.
Thus the ground water at the Site flows away fromand not towards a property east of the Site. In the
vicinity of the Site, the Pittsburgh Coal formation dips towards the southwest. Gound water flow in the
Pittsburgh Coal generally follows the dip of the coal formation. During the Rl for QUL, a nonitoring well
(TW15) was constructed east, or upgradient, of the Site. Analysis of the sanples collected fromthat

l ocation show no site-related contam nants of any kind. A property east of the Site is not in any way

i npacted by the ground water beneath the Site.

4. G ound Water in the Pittsburgh Coal M ne Voids

A concern was rai sed by PADER about the lateral flow of ground water in the Pittsburgh Coal M ne
voi ds since the voids are a potential source of offsite contam nant migration.

EPA Response: The landfill is located at the head of a valley and the nmgjority of the landfill perineter is
surrounded by a hi gher topography. The landfill acts as a catch basin to collect surface water and rainfall
fromthe valley. It is clear that surface water and rainfall infiltration are significant

contributors to flowinto and through the landfill, and hence a significant contributor to | eachate
generation and contam nant mgration. Both of these pathways will be elimnated by conponents of the QUlL
rermredy.

Swal e i nprovenents around of the perinmeter of the landfill were done in March, 1994 in order to
reduce surface water runon. These swal es are shallow trenches dug into the hillside which prevented water
fromrunning down the hill and on to the landfill from higher elevations. Prior to those inprovenents, the
Site was yielding approximately 41,000 gallons of flow through the oil/water separator for each inch of
rainfall. Follow ng the swale inprovenents, the anmount collected at the oil/water separator was reduced to
23,000 gal lons per inch of rainfall. This is a 40%reduction nerely by inproving the swal e system around the
perineter of the Site. These data clearly support the conclusion that flow fromthe landfill is greatly
affected by vertical infiltration. The landfill cap and the infiltration controls, which are conponents of
the QUL rermedy, will further reduce both the anbunt of vertical infiltration and the | eachate generated by
the landfill. The anount of |eachate collected at the oil/water separator will be significantly |ower after
the Remedial Action for QUL is conpleted.

The lateral flow of ground water fromthe Pittsburgh Coal through the landfill is not a significant
contributor to offsite contam nant migration. The water in the Lobbs Run seeps, which was sanpled as part of
the Q2 R, does not contain site-related contam nants. These seeps are where the Pittsburgh Coal ground
wat er reaches the surface i nmmedi ately downgradient of the Site. If the Pittsburgh Coal ground water was
contributing to offsite contam nant mgration, these seep water sanples woul d have to show site-rel ated
cont am nati on.

5. Ef fecti veness of the Punp and Treat Alternative at this Site

A question was rai sed about the effectiveness of punping and treating contaninated ground water in an
area that has been heavily m ned.

EPA Response: A water treatnent alternative, such as Alternative 3, would be difficult to install and
operate in a conpl ex hydrogeol ogi cal setting, such as the Pittsburgh Coal formation at this Site. It would
be difficult to install recovery wells, and the overall effectiveness of such a systemwoul d be questionabl e.
H gh level s of iron, manganese, al um num and chrom um are present in the upgradi ent background wells in the
Pittsburgh Coal formation. Due to the inherent contam nation in the Pittsburgh

Coal frompast mining activities, restoration of this water quality to potable quality would probably never
occur.

6. The Trigger for a Renedial C eanup.

A comment was submtted by PADEP which raised a concern about the excess cancer risk at this Site,
and felt it was enough to warrant a cleanup. The excess lifetine cancer risk of a future resident was
estimated in the Q2 R sk Assessnent to be 2E-5, which corresponds to 2 excess cancers in a popul ation of
100, 000 peopl e.

EPA Response: The potential future risk for using the ground water is 2E-5. This falls within the range
that EPA general ly considers acceptable for cancer risk, 1E-6 to 1E-4. Additionally, this potential risk is
expected to be further reduced over tine, after the QUL renedy is in place, and natural attenuation of
chemcals in the ground water occurs. Most inportantly, no one is being exposed to this ground water at the



present tinme nor for the foreseeable future.

The | evel of cancer risk necessary to trigger action is 1E-4. Arisk of this level or greater is
enough to trigger a remedial action at a Site. A renedial action which is so triggered can require a cl eanup
to reduce risks to the 1E-6 | evel of cancer depending on the Site. Thus a cleanup can continue
until the 1E-6 risk level is reached. The cleanup may end however when an MCL is reached, which for some
chemcals is a 1E-5 risk level. A cleanup in an industrial setting may end when the 1E-4 risk level is
reached

7. Performance of the Long- Term Monitoring

PADEP comment ed about whether EPA or Hercules, the potentially responsible party, would actually be
doing the long-termnonitoring for QU2.

EPA Response: EPA will negotiate with Hercul es concerning the long-termnonitoring of the offsite ground
water. |If Hercules is unable or unwilling to performthe remedy, then EPA can issue a unilateral order
forcing Hercules to do the necessary sanpling. If Hercules agrees to performthe sanpling for OQJ2, EPA will
oversee the work and take split sanples fromsonme of the nonitoring | ocations, and send then to an

EPA- approved | aboratory for analysis. Hercules has already agreed to do the long-termnonitoring for QUL
whi ch includes the onsite nonitoring wells. A simlar agreement for the QU2 sanpling is |ikely.

8. Benzene in the Onsite Mnitoring Wlls

PADEP commented on the presence of Benzene (a human carcinogen) in certain onsite nmonitoring wells,
and whether the public is adequately protected fromall of the contam nants in the onsite wells.

EPA Response: A deed restriction which prevents using the onsite nonitoring wells as a drinking water source
is a conponent of the QU1 remedy. This restriction will be placed on the deed fromthe property after the

QUL renedial action is conpleted. The nearest residential well is a long distance away fromthe contani nated
ground water. The waste has been in the ground for about forty years, and the contamination in the onsite
nonitoring wells has been decreasing for at |least the last 10 years. |f the ground water contam nati on was

spreading or noving in any direction, it would have reached a distant sanpling |ocation, such as one of the
residential wells sanpled in the QUL and Q2 RI's, by now. The EPA feels that periodic nonitoring itself is
an extra safety precaution. It will detect a serious ground water problem it one ever develops at this
Site, long before the contam nati on gets anywhere close to a drinking water well.

9. Future Residential Wll in the Nei ghborhood
PADEP commented on the possibility of a newwell being drilled in the future near the Site.

EPA Response: There is a renote possibility that sonmeone would drill a drinking well in the vicinity of the
Site. This is considered highly unlikely, due to the presence of existing water lines, and the
undesirability of the Pittsburgh Coal ground water fromthe standpoint of unreliable yield and poor water
quality. No one in that neighborhood has drilled a drinking water well in at |east 25 years, and with good
reason. The public water supply is readily accessible and is nore reliable and far superior in quality to a
private well. The bedrock aquifer in the imediate vicinity of the Site yields very little water, and coul d
not be used as a water source. The unconsolidated zone and the coal seamtend to conpletely run out of water
during dry periods. The coal seamwater has high levels of nmetals, dissolved solids and

sul phur compounds, mainly because of historical mning. It would be both difficult and expensive for a
private citizen to renove all these conpounds froma private well

10. Decl i ning Property Val ues Near Superfund Sites

A citizen living near the Site asked if living in the general vicinity of a Superfund Site often has
a negative inmpact on property val ues.

EPA Response: The negative connotation of a Superfund Site can have an inpact on property values in its
vicinity. People who are looking to buy a house are often frightened away if they hear that a hazardous
waste site exists in a particul ar nei ghborhood. This nmay be the situation even after a site cl eanup has been
conpl et ed.

11. Monitoring in All Directions fromthe Site

A citizen asked about the nmonitoring in the future and in which direction fromthe Site the
monitoring will occur offsite

EPA Response: Monitoring locations will be in all directions fromthe Site. The EPA usually selects the



greatest nunber of sanpling points downgradient fromthe Site because that is the direction of ground water
flow Monitoring for QU2 will include seeps, offsite nonitoring wells and as well as several

residential wells. The nonitoring programwill help determne water quality in this entire area, and the
rate of attenuation of ground water contanination in the future.

12. Di scharging Effluent Water to WESA

PADEP asked about the possibility of discharging wastewater fromthe recovery wells in Alternative 3
directly to the West Elizabeth Sanitary Authority (WESA) instead of treating the contam nated ground water
and then discharging it to the unnaned stream as described in the Proposed Pl an.

EPA Response: Direct discharge of the wastewater to the treatnent plant would be difficult for a number of

reasons. First, the wastewater would have to be pre-treated because of the high |l evels of several netals in

the water. The West Elizabeth Sanitary Authority is not equipped to handle high | evels of

metal s, and the netals would have to be renoved before the water coul d be discharged to the treatnent plant.
Second, this pretreatnent process would generate a huge quantity of netallic sludge which would be costly to
di spose of. Sludges of this kind typically are sent to a hazardous waste treatnment facility or a hazardous

waste |landfill.

Another problemwi th this approach is that WESA probably coul d not handle the increased vol ume. WESA
theoretically has the capacity for this additional wastewater if their treatment plant is operating under
ideal conditions. However, frequently the plant is operating under |ess than ideal conditions, and on those
occasions the plant could not handle the additional wastewater. Wastewater recently produced during the
cl eanup of the nearby Elrama Superfund site could not be handl ed by WESA because of this problem Fourth, it
i s questionabl e whether the sewer pipe leading fromthe Site to the treatnent plant could handle the extra
wat er vol une generated froma water treatnment systemof this kind.

13. Hercul es Agreenment with the EPA's Renedy Sel ection

Hercules Inc., the only responsible party at the Site, submtted a witten conment in which they
stated that they were in agreenent with the EPA's selection of Alternative 2. Hercules al so described sone
of the difficulties and limtations of a punp and treat system (Alternative 3). Her cul es expressed the
opinion that no further action with offsite nonitoring is the appropriate choice for the ground water
operable unit at this Site.

EPA Response: Hercules performed the RI/FS for operable units #1 & 2. They are in the process of conpleting
the Remedi al Design for operable unit #1, and will soon begin the Remedial Action for the remaining
components of the source control renedy. Hercules has been involved in the cleanup of the Resin D sposal
Site for many years. Their agreenent with EPA's selected remedy for the ground water operable unit is an
indication that Hercules may be willing to performthe future nonitoring of the ground water at

the Site.



